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REVISED MOTION TO SUPPORTAB 064 (GOLDBERG)—STATE
OF URBAN PARKS AND PARK POOR AREAS (ITEM NO.
MAY 18, 2004)

Item No. 11 onthe May 18, 2004 Agenda is a revised motion by Supervisor Molina to send
a five-signature letter to the Legislature, in support of AB 2064 (Goldberg), and directing
the Director of County Parks and Recreation to speak on behalf of this bill at the upcoming
state hearing- The motion was continued from the Board’s May 11, 2004 meeting.
This report supplements the attached May 7, 2004 memo, as additional information has
become available.

In addition to theprovisions of AB 2064 described in our May 7 memo, the bill requires the
Director of the State Department of Parks and Recreation (SPA) to create an
administrative function in the department, using existing resources, to address the needs
of park-poor areas- The responsibilities of the new function will be to coordinate and
administer programs to assist in funding, developing, and rehabilitating urban state parks,
as well as to establish criteria for funding grants and programs to acquire, develop, and
rehabilitate urban state parks.

The County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) would like additional funding for
urban park areas, however, DPR is concerned about these provisions because theywould
expand SPA’s responsibilities beyond its mission, thereby infringing on areas such as the
development and use of urban parks and active recreation, which have traditionally been
the function of local parks and recreation departments. DPR concurs with the attached
May 10, 2004 letter from the California Parks and Recreation Society (the statewide
advocacy group for parks)to the bill’s author that suggests she find an alternative means to
create an “urban state paiIC classification, with a new source of funding that is consistent
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with SPA’s mission- Thatmission,which includescampgrounds,historic andculturalsites,
and wildernessand open space,should not conflict with local parks and recreation
departments’mission,andshould still allow local agenciesto competefor funding.

The Departmentof Beachesand Harbors (DBH) alsowould like additional funding for
park-poorareasandtheinclusionof publicbeachesin thebill’s definition of facilities,which
could improvegrantopportunities,but it hasconcernsaboutthe bill’s potentialimpacton
grantprograms,particularlyunderProposition40. Although the bill declaresthatfuture
bondactsshouldallocatefundsto park-poorareas,thereis no specificprohibitionagainst
usingpastbond act fundsto carryout the intentof this bill. It is alsounclearwhetherthe
criteriafor determiningwhat isa“park-poorarea”will beappliedto anentirecounty,oronly
to certaincommunities,thusexcludingotherareasthatarenow eligible for grants.

Both DPR and DBH are not recommendinga position on AB 2064 becauseof their
concerns.Supportfor AB 2064 is consistentwith County policies,whichsupportfunding
for the acquisition,development,andrehabilitationof parksand recreationfacilities and
open space,and the inclusion of beachesin the definition of parks for the purposeof
qualifying for parkfundingprograms;however,DPRandDBH haveraisedconcernsabout
the bill, Therefore,it is recommendedthattheCountysupportAB 2064 in concept,
andthattheBoard instruct the County’sSacramentoadvocatesand theaffected
departmentsto work with the author on amendmentsthat would resolve their
concerns,

AB 2064wasintroducedon February17, 2004, It waspassedby theAssemblyCommittee
on Arts, Entertainment,Sports,Tourism,andInternetMediaon April 13, 2004,by avoteof
10 to 1, andpassedbytheCommitteeon Water, ParksandWildlife on April 20, 2004,by a
vote of 10 to 4. It was referredto theAppropriationsCommittee,whereit isscheduledfor
hearingon May 19, 2004. TheCommitteereportsdid notidentifyany registeredsupportor
oppositionto thebill.
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MOTION TO SUPPORT AB 206 (GOLDBERG)-.-STATE CLASSIFICATION OF
URBAN PARKS AND PARK OOR AREAS (ITEM NO. 16, AGENDA OF
MAY 11,2004)

Item No. 16 on the May 11, 2004 Agendais a motion by SupervisorMolina to senda
five-signatureletter to the Legislature in supportof AB 2064 (Goldberg), and to direct
the Departmentof Parksand RecreationDirector to speakon behalf of this bill at the
May 12, 2004 Statehearing.

AB 2064,asmostrecentlyamendedon May 3, 2004, would: createa newclassification
of “urban parks” within the Statepark system;require the Director of StateParksand
Recreationto adopta definition of “park poor”; provide that, for the purposesof State
grants, “active recreation” be included in recreationalpurposes,and that “facilities”
include placesfor active recreation,aswell aspublic beaches;and, declarethat future
bond acts should allocatemoneys to park poor areas. The bill definesurban state
parksasthosein a heavily urbanizedcounty,with a critical lack of park andopen-space
lands, deterioratedpark facilities, and/or with significant poverty and unemployment,
high youth crime rates,at-risk youth, and a shortageof youth services. A “heavily
urbanizedcounty” is definedashaving a populationof at least500,000anda densityof
at least1,100persquaremile.

The Assembly Arts, Entertainment,Sports,Tourism, and Internet Media Committee’s
analysisstatesthat thereare areasin Los AngelesCounty that have just 0.3 acresof
parklandper 1,000 people,while the State minimum standardis 3 to 4 acresand the
National standard is 5 acres per 1,000 people. The urban core areashave been
developedwith high residential and commercialdensities,but without corresponding
increasesin public amenitiessuchasparks. AB 2064 would focus attentionon urban
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parks and provide opportunities to use bond funds to change this situation. The bill
would allow for grants to be made for facilities for active recreation and public beaches,
which were not specifically allowed in the past. Therefore, the Departments of
Beaches and Harbors and Parks and Recreation recommend that the County
support AS 2064, and we concur. Support for AB 2064 is consistent with County
policies which support the inclusion of beaches in the definition of parks for the purpose
of qualifying for park funding programs, and funding for acquisition, development, and
rehabilitation of parks and recreation facilities and open space.

AB 2064 was passed by the Assembly Committee on Arts, Entertainment, Sports,
Tourism, and Internet Media on April 13, 2004, by a vote of 10 to 1, and by the
Committee on Water, Parks and Wildlife on April 20, 2004, by a vote of 10 to 4. It was
referred to the Appropriations Committee, where it is waiting to be scheduled for a
hearing. The Committee reports did not identify any registered support or opposition to
the bill.
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Attachment

May 1.0, 2004

TheHonorableJacki.eGoldberg
StateCapitalBuilding
Sacramento,CA 95603

RE: Concerns:AB 2064: Urbanparks

DearMs. Goldberg:

On behalfof theCaliforniaPark& RecreationSociety(CPRS),I am writing to
respectfullysubmitourconcernsto theabovereferencebill. CPRSis very appreciative
of yourefforts on this legislationandon behalfof the local parkcommunityasa whole.
However,it is incumbentupon ourorganizationto commentwhenappropriateto provide
a constructivecritiqueof AB 2064andoffer alternativesto meetyourobjectives.

It is ourunderstandingthat thegenesisof this bill is rootedin theeventssurroundingthe
acquisitionandproposeddevelopmentofthe“Cornfields/TaylorYards”propertyin
downtownLos Angeles. Understandably,thedelaysand inherentbureaucracyassociated
with bringingthis projectto closurehascausedconsiderablefrustration. CPRS would
submit that this incidentwas isolatedand, to thebestof our knowledge,hasbeen
reconciledto thesatisfactionof all. A projectin theEastBay involving theacquisition
anddevelopmentof stateparks-ownedlandsfor activerecreationwassimilarly resolved
to stakeholdersatisfaction. Perhapsproviding for a mechanismto streamlinethesetypes
of complexprojectsis warrantedto avoidfuturedelays. CPRSwould activelysupport
sucha remedy.However,CPRSbelievesthat AB 2064 is a bit far reachingin its
approach

Thereappearsto be an assertionin AB 2064that theStateDepartmentof Parks&
Recreation(DPR) is not appropriatelystaffednorequippedto aid urbanpark
development.CPRSwould arguethat throughDPR’s Local AssistanceDivision andits
administrationof nearly$2 billion in communityparksfunding via Propositions12 and
40 that DPR parkshasbeenvery sensitiveto urbanparksneeds. If thereareperceived
deficienciesin theallocationof local park fundsto meet“active recreationalneeds”the
blameshouldnot fall on DPR. Rather,if therearedeficiencies,theycanbe directly
attributedto previousstatebudgetactionswhereinbillions of dollarsin propertytaxes
haveandcontinueto be shiftedto thestateto addresschronicdeficit scenarios.Theseare
discretionarydollarsthat are no longeravailableto California’s cities, countiesandpark
andrecreationdistricts, thestate’straditional local “active recreation”serviceproviders.

Incur opiniontheremust be a cleardelineationin termsof statepark’s presencein urban
settings. Fewwould disagreethat stateparksshouldhavea presencein urbansettings,
however,designstandardsassociatedwith suchparksshouldbe consistentwith the
department’smission.



in reviewingtheMay 3rd versionof AB 2064CPRSsubmitsthefollowing comments:

SEC.2 Section5019.54is vaguein its construction. In castingthis new definition of
“urban statepark” canit be assumedthat all parksthat meetboth (1) and(2) including
locally operatedparksfall within this definition?

5019.54(b) createsa newduty or responsibilitywherein local agencieshavetypically
beenchargedwith suchresponsibilities.At this juncture,DPR missionpreventsthe
departmentfrom operatingactiverecreationvenues.However,nothingin currentlaw
precludesDPRfrom sponsoringor participatingin suchrecreationalpursuits. Again,
CPRSdoesnot believethat weneedto introducea newentity to theoperationof active
recreationin urbansettings.

5019.4(A) Local AssistanceDivision within DPR currentlycarriesout thefunctions
articulatedin this section. This is a duplicationofeffort. (B) Criteriadevelopedunder
theUrbanParksact GrantProgram,Murray-HaydenGrantProgramandtheYouth
Soccerand theHealthyCom.m.unitiesProgramsaredevelopedin auniform mannerand
allow for fairnessandequity in thedistributionof competitivegrantawards.

SEC 3. 5625 (d) If it is theintent of theauthorto createa classificationof parks andto
createa fundingsourcein which to do so, this sectionof law currentlysetsout an
allocation formulafor percapitafunding for cities, countiesandspecialdistrictswith
park functions. DPR would not be an endrecipientof thesefunds. Fundsawarded
throughthe PerCapitaGrantProgram,theRZH Program,Murray-Hayden,UrbanParks
Act, Youth SoccerandHealthyCommunitiesarespecificallydesignedto meetactive
recreationalneedsand,in fact, thereis not a single grantprogramadministeredby DPR
underPropositions12 and40 that arepassiverecreationorientedexclusively.

In closingCPRSunderstandsand sympathizeswith the intentof AB 2064, CPRS
concursthat California’s park poorcommunitiesarethemostdeservingof newfunding
to addresssocial,recreationalandcommunityneeds.However,CPRSwould respectfully
urgetheauthorto pursuean alternativeapproachto meetthis concern.

In ouropinion,a suitablealternativewould be to createa newclassificationof park,
within stateparksan “urban statepark,” if you will, andestablisha newfundingprogram
designedto channelnewfunds including futurepark bondactproceedsinto this program
for recreationalpursuitsthat areconsistentwith DPR’s mission. Local park
professionalsaretrainedto meetthe activerecreationalneedsof CaliforniaandDPRhas
alwaysstronglyadvocatedfor theexpansionofsuchprogramswithin theservicedelivery
modelsestablishedby locals.



Again, CPRSappreciatesyour efforts on this front andlooks forward to continued
dialogueon this matter.

Sincerely,

Tim Gallagher
CPRSLegislative Chair
Director LA County Parks

cc TheHonorable Judy Chu, Chair AssemblyAppropriations Committee
JaneAdams, CPRS ExecutiveDirector
Doug Houston, CPRSAdvocate


